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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application tiled under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 20 and 23-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Bleile 
(6,044,148). 

Consider claim 20, Bleile teaches a method of identifying incoming calls (see abstract), 
comprising responsive to detecting an incoming call received from a telecommunication service , 
provider network (i.e., central office) (see col. 2 lines 40-67), determining caller ID information 
associated with the incoming call without allowing an audible indicator of the incoming call to 
sound (see col. 4 lines 59-62); selecting a default mode when there is not any caller identification 
information associated with the incoming call (col. 4 lines 16-21), the default mode selectively 
control by a user (col. 5 lines 29-30); handling the call in accordance with the selected default 
mode (col. 4 lines 16-21). 

Consider claim 23, col. 5 lines 6-16 of Bleile teaches the claimed limitation. 

Consider claim 24, col. 1 lines 31-33 of Bleile teaches the claimed limitation. 

Consider claim 25, col. 4 lines 53-58 of Bleile read on the claimed limitation. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claim 21, 27 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bleile (6,044,148) in view of Anderson (5,995,603). 

Consider claim 21, Bleile did not suggest transmitting the call to one of a plurality of live 
ports. However, Anderson suggested such (col. 2 lines 19-23). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate 
the teaching of Anderson into view of Bleile in order for enabling the user with more options in 
handling calls. 

Consider claims 27 and 30, Bleile teaches all the claimed limitations (see rejection in 
claim 20). Bleile did not suggest of passing the incoming call to an answer machine at the CPE 
location through a selected one of a plurality of answering system device ports without allowing 
the audible indicator to sound responsive to the caller identification not being associated with a 
preselected calling party. However, Anderson suggested such (col. 2 lines 19-23). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to incorporate the teaching of Anderson into view of Bleile in order for enabling the user 
with more options in handling calls. 

5. Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bleile 
(6,044,148) in view of Couse (6,006,088). 
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Consider claim 22, Bleile did not suggest of transmitting the call to a radiofrequency 
handset also at the customer premises location when there is caller identification associated with 
the incoming call matching caller identification information for an allowable calling party. 
However, Couse suggested such (col. 2 lines 41-50). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching 
of Couse into view of Bleile in order to provide user with mobility within the customer premises 
location. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

7. Claims 20-21, 25, 27 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Anderson (5,995,603). 

Consider claims 20, 27 and 30, Anderson teaches a method of identifying incoming calls 
(see abstract), comprising responsive to detecting an incoming call received from a 
telecommunication service provider network (see col. 1 lines 66-67), determining caller ID 
information associated with the incoming call without allowing an audible indicator of the 
incoming call to sound (see col. 1 line 67 - col. 2 line 8); selecting a default mode when there is 
not any caller identification information associated with the incoming call, the default mode 
selectively control by a user; and handling the call in accordance with the selected default mode 
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(col. 2 lines 15-23). It should be noted that when there is no caller identification, the call 
screening device will treated it as no match or treated the call as not from an authorized caller. 

Consider claim 21, col. 2 lines 19-23 of Anderson teaches the claimed limitations. 

Consider claim 25, col. 2 lines 15-19 of Anderson read on the claimed limitation. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Anderson 
(5,995,603) in view of Couse (6,006,088). 

Consider claim 22, Anderson did not suggest of transmitting the call to a radiofrequency 
handset also at the customer premises location when there is caller identification associated with 
the incoming call matching caller identification information for an allowable calling party. 
However, Couse suggested such (col. 2 lines 41-50). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching 
of Couse into view of Anderson in order to provide user with mobility within the customer 
premises location. 

10. Claims 23-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Anderson 
(5,995,603) in view of Bleile (6,044,148). 

Consider claim 23, Anderson did not suggest providing visual indication of the incoming 
call at the customer premises location without providing audio indication of the incoming call 
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and transmitting the call to an answer machine device after providing visual indication. 
However, Bleile suggested such (col. 5 lines 6-16). Therefore it would have been obvious to one 
of the ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of 
Bleile into view of Anderson in order to assist the called party in identifying the caller. 
Consider claim 24, col. 1 lines 9-1 1 of Anderson teaches the claimed limitation. 

11. Claim 31 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Anderson 
(5,995,603) or Bleile (6,044,148) in view of Swan et al (6,134,320). 

Consider claim 31, Bleile or Anderson failed to suggest of an override code entered by a 
caller for enable the call to pass through the screening feature. However, Swan et al disclosed 
such (col. 9 lines 35-46). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate such teaching in order to enhanced the 
screening features. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

12. Claims 1-5 are allowed. 

13. Claims 26, 28-29 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

14. Applicant's arguments filed 10/04/2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Regarding to applicant argument at Bleile failed to suggest a default mode selectively 
controlled by a user when there is no caller ID information received. Accordingly, the examiner 
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respectfully disagrees with applicant argument. Bleile invention is directing to call screening that 
enable a user to take control on how to handle incoming calls. When an incoming call is 
detected, the microprocessor determines whether a FSK data has been received. It should be 
noted that FSK data is caller ID data in the communication art. If the FSK data is received, the 
response algorithm is ended (i.e., the incoming call is ended) (see col. 4 lines 16-21). Bleile 
further disclosed that the call handling algorithm is configurable based on the user discretion (see 
col. 5). Thus, these imply that if there is no FSK received, the default mode is to end the call. 
Therefore, Bleile teaching read on the limitation as claimed. 

Regarding to applicant argument that Anderson also failed to teach a default mode when 
there is not any caller identification associated with the incoming call and that the examiner 
statement of "when there is no caller identification, the call screening device will treated it as no 
match or treated the call as not from an authorized caller" is not support in Anderson nor 
inherently disclosed. Accordingly, the examiner respectfully disagrees with applicant arguments. 
Anderson invention is drawn to telephone call screening device for suppressing ring and filtering 
out unauthorized calls. The apparatus includes a list of authorized telephone numbers that will 
allow the phone to ring normal and any incoming call that is not on this list will be prevent from 
ringing normally by distinctive ringing, answering by answering machine or redirecting to an 
alternative line. Thus, implies that any incoming call that is not on the authorized list will be 
place on a "default mode". Furthermore, any call without a caller ID number will ultimately not 
on the authorized list. Thus, a no caller ID call is inherently not an authorized call. Therefore, 
when an incoming call that do not have a caller ID number associated with the call will also get 
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that same treatment as those calls that are not on the authorized list. Therefore, Anderson 
teaching read on the limitations as claimed. 

Conclusion 

15. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

16. Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Mail Stop (explanation, e.g., Amendment or After-final, etc.) 

Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 
Facsimile responses should be faxed to: 

(571) 273-8300 
Hand-delivered responses should be brought to: 
Customer Service Window 
Randolph Building 
401 Dulany Street 
Alexandria, VA 22314 
Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Quoc Tran whose telephone number is (571) 272-7511. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M, T, TH and Friday from 8:00 to 6:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examinees 
supervisor, Curtis Kuntz, can be reached on (571) 272-7499. 
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Art Unit: 2614 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the Technology Center 2600 whose telephone number is (571) 272-2600. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




AU2614 
December 23, 2006 



